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[ﬁ.ihe summer of 1975, I attended a seminar about the
Officer lersonnel Management System (OPM3) conducted by Major
General Gard, who was then Commander of MILPERCEN. The pur-
pose of the seminar was to provide a forum for a two-way ‘ex-
change of information between General Gard and officers sta-
tioned at rFort McClellan, Alabama. During one discussion,

a WAC Captain informed the General that her greatest ambition
as an officer was to command a combat unit.

I do not recall the General's exact response, but I do
remember that neither it nor subsequent group discussion dealt
effectively with the issue the Captain posed. I cite this
personal example because it made me acutely aware that we face
precisely the same dilemmd.in the Army today-- we are not deal-
ing effectively with the issue of women in co@bat.

Why do we not allow women to serve in combat roles? Would
it be a threat to our collective male egos or i$ the weaker sex
really that much weaker? I examine some of Llhese questions
and propose a more realistic course of action for the Army in
subsequent paragraphs. FPreceding that, however, it is necegs-
sary to be familiar with just where we, Lthe Army, stand ripght
now on this cubject.

Current Department of the Army policy rcgarding women in

combat is delineated in a recent TRADOC meosare (Appendix 1).




therestriction @®n employing women forward of the Brigade
rear boundary is lifted but women still cannot serve in Cate-
gory I Units (Appendix 2).

This is a tremendous move forward from the days when
women could work in clerical jobs, hospitals and maybe as
drivers. It is also a continuation of the gradual evolution
during this decade which has seen the Army open "more of its
specialties (90%) to women."1 vVle remain reluctant, however,
to remove all barriers to equality and let the ladies parti-

cipate in battle.

The most often repeated reason for not committing the

"fairer sex" to the front lines is that they are not strong
enough physicallly. While this is certainly true of some
women, it can also be sijad of a large number of men. On the

other hand, many women are sufficiently strong to fight and

history is replete with examples of those who have distinguished

themselves in battle.
Two such examples occurred during our revolutionary war.
)

"For 18 months, Deborah Sampson Gannett fooled the Fourth

Massachusetts Regiment, masquerading ac a male soldier,

Wounded several times, she nursed hercelf to remain undetectoed.

Her secret came out at Philadelphia when she fell ill with a

fever. The attending physician kept the confidence and she

i
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was honorably discharged October 23, 1783 as Robert Shurtleff,
her assumed name."2 Molly Pitcher, actually named llary Hayes,
took over for her wounded husband during the Battle of Monmouth,
New Jersey, on Ju?e 28, 17?8.“3

In my view, the real reason we do not allow women in com-
bat roles has nothing to do with their lack of strength. Ralher,
it has to do with infringement on a traditionally male role.
It has to do with visions of the knight of old protecting the
fair damsel; the cowboy rescuing the pretty youny gal from the
Indians; and the doughboys during WWI and the GI's in WWlI de-
fending family and flag.

Male ego demands that we remain the protector and the fe-
Mple consequently, the protected. Having the female side by
side with us in combat is a -real threat to our “Hachismo."
Some evidence of this phenomenon is apparent in the following

exerpt from John Laffin's book, Wemen In Battle, as he attempts

to explain why famous women soldiers are relatively unknown:
"Perhaps one reason is&that the chroniclets of war have
nearly all been men aﬁd as males they have nol wanted
)
to give too much emphasis to the very tact that women
are capable of fighting. They resent the intrusion of
women into what clearly chould be the one impregnable

male bastion. The score or so women whose exploils nre
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known in detail have been regarded as freaks."

Considering the siranglehold men have over authority
in the military, it is a marvel that the gradual evolution,
that I mentioned previOUSly)to our comparatively liberal
current policy ever occurred. In fact, it would not have
without the pressures applied by the volunteer army recruiting
problems and the women's liberation movement.

The Army's inability to attract a sufficient number of
qualified males has dictated that we rely more and more on the

growing female labor pool. Ve have enjoyed such great success

in this venture that higherstandards are required of women than

of men-- which is another manifestation of discrimination.
. The chart below taken from a Soldiers magazine article on
Basic Initial Entry Training (BIET) demonstrates the results

of requiring a high school education and higher GT scores for

womens
BIET PROFILE CHART

Variable Men Women

1 Are (yenrsg) 19.2 20.0
Height (inches) 69.1 gw.j
Weight (paunde) 151+ LQ.Q
Education (years) ;;-ﬁ }:-2 ¥

lasses (percent et yes v7.6 yes

s ¥ : 77.6 no 52.04 no
GT score: 101.9 11h.5

General Technicnl
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Participants in BIET were taken directly from the pipeline.
No one was hand-picked so they should represent a good cross
section of incoming recruits., The BIET men had a size and
weight advantage;'the women had better education, higher GT
scores and an extra year of age and expcriencc.“5

The second reason for the progress we have made thus far

in expanding women's roles in the Army is the pressure that

the women's lilteration movement has brought to bear on societly
in general for equal rights, Uhtimately it is this force

backed by the National Courts that is going to require the Army

to allow women to serve in combat, if they are qualified,

The courts have consistently ruled during the last two
decades that job standards must be realistic. They "must be
reasonably related to the job to be filled and must be applicd
impartially to all who make their interest known."é This does
not mean that standards should be lowered lo allow women to
serve in combat units, but rather that women who can meet
realistic standards should not be discriminated against.

This leads to my propo§al-- establish realistic job requirs
ments for combat jobs and enforce them uniformly on all who
apply, both male and female. It is certain that at present
most women are physically weaker than most men. Whether thics

can be attributed to upbringing or innate physical characterict

BEST AVAILABLE (gpy




Lo irrelevant, What is relevant is that some women are strong |
enough mentally and physically to be combat soldiers. Accord-
ingly, they should be given equal rights to serve as they choosc.
The number o? vomen who would elect to exercise the pre-
rogative to be combat soldiers if it were made available would
probably be few. lMaybe, the only one to step forward would
be the VWAC Captain I mentioned earlier. The number who would
respond is not important-- what is important is that another

barrier to equality neceds to be removed. YWe gshould do it now

before the courts order that it be done.
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